Application No.: 10/679,598 

Reply to Office Action mailed January 23, 2007 

REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the non-final Office Action mailed January 
23, 2007, in which Applicants' Claims 1-27 were rejected and Applicants' Claim 24 was 
objected to. By way of this Response, Claims 1, 7, 8, 10, 16, 24, 25, and 27 have been 
amended; and Claims 5 and 6 have been cancelled. Reconsideration of pending Claims 
1-4 and 7-27 is respectfully requested in view of the foregoing amendments and the 
following remarks. 

I. Claim Objections under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

On page 2, the Office Action rejects Applicants' Claim 24 under 35 CFR 1.75(c) 
for failing to further limit the subject matter of the previous claim. To correct this error, 
Applicants have amended Claim 24 to depend from, and further limit, independent Claim 
16. 

II. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

On page 2, the Office Action rejects each of Applicants' Claims 1-27 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable in view of Jerome Carter (US Pub. 2002/0150262 Al) 
and in further view of James P. Burgess (US Pat. No. 6,617,975). Applicants discuss 
each of the rejected claims, in turn, below. 

A. Applicants' Independent Claim 1 

In rejecting Applicants' independent Claim 1, the Office Action states that the 
Carter reference discloses a vehicular sound processing system including: (i) a sound 
sensor for detecting a sound external to the vehicle, and (ii) a sound processor coupled to 
the sound sensor for comparing the sound to first and second predetermined sets of 
characteristics corresponding to first and second categories of sounds, respectively. 
Although recognizing that the Carter reference fails to teach at least one door lock in the 
vehicle, the Office Action states that the Burgess reference discloses a conventional 
keyless entry system that includes a door lock. The Office Action concludes that "it 
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would have been obvious for one of the ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the at least 
one door lock in Carter for the purpose of denying access to unauthorized individuals to 
the vehicles as taught by Burgess." 

Applicants have amended independent Claim 1 to include features similar to those 
recited in original Claims 5 and 6, which have since been cancelled. After amendment, 
Applicants' independent Claim 1 recites a vehicular sound processing system including: 
(i) a sound sensor for receiving a sound external to the vehicle; (ii) a sound processor 
coupled to the sound sensor for comparing the sound to a first predetermined set of 
characteristics corresponding to an audible vehicle access code; and (iii) a door lock 
control module configured to unlock the vehicle's door lock when the sound substantially 
matches the audible vehicle access code. 

It should thus be gathered that Applicants' amended independent Claim 1 is 
generally directed to a sound processing system that permits a user to access the vehicle 
by speaking an audible code. By comparison, the Carter reference discloses a vehicular 
sound system that alerts the vehicle's occupants to certain sounds external to the vehicle, 
such as the siren of an emergency vehicle. The Burgess reference discloses a keyless 
entry system employing a wireless remote control that may be utilized by user to 
manually enter a vehicle access code. Thus, neither the Carter reference nor the Burgess 
reference teaches or suggests a sound processor configured to compare an external sound 
to a set of characteristics corresponding to an audible vehicle access code . Furthermore, 
neither the Burgess reference nor the Carter reference teaches or suggests a door lock 
control module configured to unlock the door lock when the sound substantially matches 
the audible vehicle access code . 

It has long been established that the prior art reference(s) must teach or suggest all 
of the claimed limitations before a prima facie conclusion of obviousness may be 
established under 35 U.S.C. § 103. MPEP § 2142. As explained above, the Carter 
reference and the Burgess reference fail to teach at least two elements recited in 
Applicants' independent Claim 1; consequently, these references cannot render 
Applicants' independent Claim 1 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Even assuming 
arguendo that the Carter reference and the Burgess reference were to teach each element 
8 



Application No.: 10/679,598 

Reply to Office Action mailed January 23, 2007 

recited in Applicants' amended independent Claim 1, these reference should not be found 
to render Claim 1 obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 unless the Examiner is able to establish 
a suggestion or motivation in the prior art to modify the reference or to combine reference 
teachings to yield Applicants' claimed sound processing system. 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that amended 
independent Claim 1 is patentably distinct over the references of record under 35 U.S.C. § 
103. As no additional rejections have been asserted against Applicants' independent 
Claim 1, Applicants further submit that Claim 1 is allowable. 

B. Applicants' Dependent Claims 2-15 

As explained more fully below, Applicants' Claims 7 and 8 have been amended to 
more clearly specify that which Applicants regard as their invention. In addition, Claim 
10 has been amended to depend from Claim 3, and Claims 5 and 6 have been cancelled 
without prejudice or disclaimer of the subject matter contained therein. 

Applicants' dependent Claims 2-4 and 7-15 each depend from Applicants' 
amended independent Claim 1 and are thus believed allowable therewith. This 
notwithstanding, Applicants note that dependent Claims 2-4 and 7-15 introduce 
additional features that are not taught or suggested by the prior art references. For 
example, Applicants' dependent Claim 7, as amended, recites that the sound processor 
compares the sound not only to a first set of characteristics corresponding to the vehicle 
access code, but also to a second set of characteristics corresponding to an emergency 
traffic alert. Applicants' dependent Claim 8, as amended, further specifies that the sound 
processing system includes a vehicle occupancy sensor and that the sound processor 
compares the external sound to different sets of sound characteristics based upon vehicle 
occupancy (or lack thereof). The cited references, whether taken singly or in valid 
combination, do not teach or suggest a sound processing system that compares an external 
sound to a first set of characteristics representative of a vehicle access code and second 
set of characteristics representative of an emergency traffic alert as recited in Applicants' 
Claim 7. Furthermore, the cited references do not teach or suggest a sound processing 
system that includes a vehicle occupancy sensor and a sound processor configured to 
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compare the external sound to different sets of sound characteristics based upon the 
occupancy of the vehicle as recited in Applicants' Claim 8. 

C. Applicants' Independent Claim 16 

On page 7, the Office Action rejects Applicants' independent Claim 16 stating 
that the Carter reference teaches each element recited in Claim 16 with the exception of at 
least one door lock. The Office contends that this element is taught by the Burgess 
reference, and, therefore, that "it would have been obvious for one of the ordinary skill in 
the art to incorporate the at least one door lock in Carter fro the purpose of denying access 
to unauthorized individuals to the vehicles as taught by Burgess." 

Applicants' independent Claim 16 recites features similar to those recited in 
Applicants' dependent Claims 7 and 8 discussed above. For example, Claim 16 recites 
that the sound processing system includes: (i) a vehicle occupancy sensor for indicating 
when the vehicle is occupied; and (ii) a sound processor that is configured to compare an 
external sound to a first set characteristics if the vehicle is unoccupied and to a second set 
of characteristics if the vehicle is occupied. Claim 16 also specifies that the sound 
processor activates the alert generator if the sound substantially matches the first set and 
the vehicle is occupied. Alternatively, the processor activates (unlocks) the door control 
module if the sound matches the second set of characteristics and vehicle is unoccupied. 

As explained above, the cited references do not teach a sound processing system 
including a vehicle occupancy sensor. More importantly, the cited references do not 
teach or suggest the integration of vehicle occupancy sensor into a sound processing 
system in the manner recited in Applicants' independent Claim 16 (i.e., such that the 
sound processing system identifies the set of characteristics to which the external sound 
should be compared based upon vehicle occupancy). It should thus be appreciated that 
the cited references do not teach or suggest all of the limitations recited in Applicants' 
independent Claim 16 and, consequently, cannot properly render Claim 16 obvious under 
35 U.S.C. § 103. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 16 is allowable. 
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Please note that independent Claim 16 has been amended to correct an inadvertent 

error. 

D. Applicants' Dependent Claims 16-24 

Applicants' dependent Claims 16-24 each depend, either directly or indirectly, 
from Applicants' amended independent Claim 15 and are consequently believed 
allowable therewith. In addition, Applicants note that Claims 16-24 recite additional 
features that are not taught or suggested by the references of record. For example, 
Applicants' dependent Claim 18 recites that the sound processing system is activated 
upon actuation of the vehicle's door handle. On page 6, the Office Action points out that, 
at Column 2, Lines 50-53, and at Column 5, Lines 29-35, the Burgess reference describes 
a vibration sensor positioned near the vehicle's window glass that functions as a wake-up 
switch. According to the Office Action, the Burgess reference also states that the 
vibration sensor may be incorporated other parts of the vehicle. Applicants respectfully 
submit that this blanket statement, which merely suggests the possibility of incorporating 
a vibration- sensor into any component of the vehicle, does not render obvious the 
utilization of the vehicle's door handle as a wake-up switch in the manner described in 
Applicants' Specification and claimed in Applicants' dependent Claim 18. 

E. Applicants' Independent Claim 25 

On page 10, the Office Action rejects Applicants' independent Claim 25 stating 
that the Carter reference teaches each of the claimed steps with the exception of "a 
keyless entry to an automotive vehicle." The Office Action further states that the Burgess 
reference discloses such a keyless entry system and, therefore, that it would have been 
obvious "to incorporate the at least one door lock in Carter for the purpose of denying 
access to unauthorized individuals to the vehicles as taught by Burgess." 

Applicants' independent Claim 25 is directed to a method that provides both 
keyless entry to a vehicle (based upon a spoken entry code) and an alert function notifying 
an occupant of an emergency sound external of the vehicle. More specifically, Claim 25 
recites the steps of: (i) receiving an external sound; (ii) comparing the sound to a first set 
of characteristics corresponding to an emergency sound and to a second set of 
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characteristics corresponding to an audible access code; (iii) generating a user 
recognizable alert if the sound substantially matches the set corresponding to the 
emergency sound; and (iv) unlocking the door if the sound substantially matches the set 
corresponding to the audible access code. 

As indicated above, the cited references do not teach or suggest the step of 
comparing an external sound to a set of characteristics corresponding to an audible access 
code. Similarly, the cited references do not teach or suggest the step of unlocking the 
vehicle door if the external sound matches the characteristics corresponding to the audible 
access code. Considering this, the cited references fail to teach or suggest at least two 
claimed features and, consequently, cannot render Applicants' independent Claim 25 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103. As no further rejections have been asserted against 
Claim 25, Applicants' respectfully submit that Claim 25 is allowable. 

Please note that independent Claim 25 has been amended to correct an 
inadvertent error (i.e., the inclusion of an unnecessary step). 

F. Applicants' Dependent Claims 26 and 27 

Applicants dependent Claims 26 and 27 each directly depend from Applicants' 
amended independent Claim 25 and are consequently believed allowable therewith. This 
notwithstanding, Applicants have amended Claim 27 to further distinguish over the cited 
references. As amended, Applicants' Claim 27 recites the steps of: (i) determining if the 
vehicle is occupied; and (ii) comparing the sound with the first set of characteristics if the 
vehicle is occupied and with the second set of characteristics if the vehicle is not 
occupied. As previously indicated, the cited references do not teach a step of determining 
if the vehicle is occupied, let alone the step of comparing the sound to different sets of 
characteristics based upon vehicle occupancy. 

III. Prior Art Made of Record but Not Relied Upon 

Applicants have reviewed the references made of record but not relied upon and 
believe that these references taken singly or in combination do not form the basis of a 
valid rejection of the claims. 



12 



Application No.: 10/679,598 

Reply to Office Action mailed January 23, 2007 

IV. Conclusion 

Considering the foregoing remarks and amendments, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the Application is now in condition for allowance. 

If the Examiner has any comments or suggestions that could place this application 
in even better form, the Examiner is requested to telephone the undersigned attorney at 
the below-listed number. 

If, for some reason, Applicants have not paid a sufficient fee for this response, 
please consider this as authorization to charge Ingrassia, Fisher & Lorenz, PC, Deposit 
Account No. 50-2091 for any fee which may be due. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Ingrassia, Fisher & Lorenz 



Dated: March 27, 2007 /Justin J. Leach/ 

Justin J. Leach 
Reg. No. 59,220 
Agent for Applicant 
Telephone (480) 385-5060 
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